[ll. RESTORATIONS

The Board of Regents voted on December 15, 2015 to deny the application for
restoration of the physician license of Geoffrey Richstone, New York, NY. Dr.
Richstone’s license was originally revoked November 1, 1999.

The Board of Regents voted on December 15, 2015 to deny the application for
restoration of the architect license of David Wasserman, Roslyn Heights, NY. Mr.
Wasserman'’s license was originally surrendered June 5, 2008.


















findings and recommendations. The board, Superintendent and community
should continue to work with the Monitors to oversee and coordinate on

programmatic and fiscal (both micro and macro) concerns of the District.

It must be noted that this recommendation is not based on issues of
religion, race or ethnicity and is not based on the debate about “public versus
private” — rather, it is about the critical need to rebuild a District that by all
accounts is broken and is not serving its students; it is about the stark reality that
the District has experienced tremendous decline over a period of years and that
extraordinary measures are now required to restore it to the success it once was.
The Monitors recognize that the District is fragile, as are the successes gained in
the past 17 weeks, and are making this recommendation to ensure that the
District stabilizes and grows stronger over time, regardless of the particular

composition of the Board.

. Appoint an independent election monitor for school board elections. New
York State’s educational system has long been one of local control, and the
typical “check and balance” on locally elected boards of education is the election
process itself. However, based on the crisis in East Ramapo, the election
process in the District is viewed with suspicion and the Monitors have heard from
many District residents that they lack confidence in the process. In order to
address significant trust issues within the District, the Monitors recommend that
the District engage an independent election monitor, recommended by the
Monitor(s) to, among other duties:

» Observe final tabulation of school board election resulits;

» Work in conjunction with the district clerk when the District is preparing for

elections;

» Recommend additional processes for voter notification of upcoming
elections to better ensure broad, representative community participation;
Establish forums with candidates to inform the community about the

v

process and the positions of the candidates; and



» Because voter populations have changed since the last time the District
designated polling sites, review underused polling sites and identify new
sites for the 2016 election to ensure greater accessibility to voting

locations.

3. Create a comprehensive and community inclusive process to develop a
new bond issue for purposes of making much needed capital

- improvements. Due in part to a pervasive distrust and suspicion between the
public and private school communities, a $40 million bond issue that would have
provided much needed funding to make critical capital improvements was
defeated in 2015. The Monitors recommend the creation of a District-wide
committee that includes the Superintendent, a board member, and
representatives from each school chosen by parents. The committee would
review the $40 million bond, propose changes, and commit to a use of the funds.
The revised bond should be put back before the voters following agreement by
the District-wide committee. In addition, the District-wide committee should
review and approve use of newly identified EXCEL funds to supplement work
accomplished through the bond. The continued presence of Monitors in the
District will serve as a critical “check and balance” for this process to ensure both
that these funds are spent on needed capital improvements and that the public

has confidence in the process.

4. Ensure representation of public school concerns on the board of education
by providing that in each election cycle, all the candidates for at least one
of the seats must be parents of children attending public schools selected
in a local process by other public school parents. There is a strong tradition
across the State of locally-elected boards of education. In most places, the
persons elected to local boards of education are committed to the improvement
of the public schools that the boards oversee. Due to the unique demographics
of East Ramapo, the majority of the members of its board are more

representative of the families who send their children to private schools and may
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not be motivated by the same focus on the public schools as a traditional school
board member. The Monitors recommend that the Legislature and Governor
enact State law to provide for a unique mechanism for the East Ramapo school
district to ensure that the public school community has representation on the

board, without hindering the democratic process.

5. Expand required training for the District's board members. Pursuant to
State law, all elected or appointed board members are required to complete six
hours of training in the areas of fiscal oversight, accountability and fiduciary
responsibilities, as well as a training course in the powers, functions and duties of
boards of education and other government and administrative agencies affecting
public education, within the first year of their term of office. The Monitors
recommend that the Legislature and Governor enact State law to require
members of the District's board of education to receive additional training
regarding their fiduciary and fiscal responsibilities, school district governance and
the roles and responsibilities of District leadership. This training should be
provided by experts on the role of board members and best practices in New

York State school districts.

6. Convene meetings with a human rights expert. Due to the history in the
District of contentious interactions between members and representatives of the
board of education and the community, the Monitors recommend that the
members of the board of education and community members seek the counsel
and advice of a human rights expert to address and intervene on sensitive

community issues that may arise.
Teaching and Learning

7. Rethink use of Title | resources. Allow reading teachers to have full reading
and intervention schedules and provide schools with appropriate preparation

coverage. Deploy Title | reading teachers to the middle schools to allow them to
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provide services to students eligible for services. Convene a Title | committee
that includes an administrator, two Title | teachers, parent representation, and
District staff to create the current and future Title | plan. This includes the
Monitors’ recommendation to better integrate the District's “Funded Programs”
office into the core instructional and fiscal programming and accountability. The
Monitors also call for enhanced District communication and interaction with the
CEC, which is contracted to oversee Title | services in the non-public schools, as

well as the Yeshivas themselves.

8. Provide students with full-day kindergarten classes. Due to reductions in
educational programming, students in the District are not afforded the opportunity
to develop early literacy and numeracy skills because the half-day kindergarten
program limits the number of hours students are in school. With the exception of
two kindergarten classes, all students are attending half-day kindergarten
programs. This has been a disappointing revelation to parents who were
promised that pboling the students in one school for kindergarten would allow the
students to stay for a full day. The Monitors recommend that with any funds that
become available from the State or from efficiencies, the District establish a full-

day kindergarten program.

9. Continue investigating the feasibility of streamlining grade configurations
and start times. The District's current grade configuration requires multiple
transitions for students to new school environments. As a result, students
typically have to acclimate to five different school settings. The Monitors
recommend that the District continue exploring the feasibility of restructuring the
use of facilities to minimize these disruptions and to achieve efficiencies and cost

savings.

10.Continue progress towards enrichment of academic options for all
students. The Monitors found that the District does not offer adequate arts,

music or other enrichment opportunities — there are currently no art and music
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1.

teachers assigned to the District's K-6 schools. Students in K-5 do not receive
any art or music services after school and no students in K-6 in the public
schools receive dedicated art and music instruction during the school day.
Rather, sixth-grade students can sign-up to participate in band, chorus,
orchestra, and drama, which meet once or twice a week. The Monitors further
found that the District has made large cuts to the school library program,
including salaries, books, materials, and AV materials: 2008-2009 - $1.7 million
in cuts; 2013-2014 - $595,000 in cuts; and 2015-2016 - $765,000 in cuts. The
District also does not offer students programs that provide enriching and
engaging educational experiences, and is devoid of intensive programs that
acknowledge students’ gifts and potential to excel. At the high school level,
teachers have very high student loads, which impedes some students’ ability to
have enrichment and advanced classes. Schedules for some high school
students indicate multiple lunch periods or study halls. While positive steps have
been taken, the Monitors recommend that the District continue to investigate the
feasibility of implementing a plan to create the arts and music magnet school, the
dual language magnet school, and the District-wide gifted and talented programs.
This plan was recommended by the Monitors as a way to establish the District's
commitment to providing students with enrichment opportunities and fostering
their special abilities. The District should gradually hire arts and music teachers
to work directly with students in the K-6 continuum. The District should adopt a
plan to provide the high schools with more personnel and lower the student load

and afford students with more meaningful programs.

Reform and enhance professional development opportunities for staff. The
Monitors found that the District's spending on professional development has
decreased markedly from more than $250,000 in 2006-2007 to a projected total
of under $50,000 in 2015-2016. In addition, the Monitors consistently found the
professional development opportunities currently made available to the District's
professional staff to be underwheliming and underused. Instruction was found to

be misaligned with the State’s standards and well below the expected rigor.
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School leaders were found to be unfamiliar with rubric expectations of the
Department’'s Diagnostic Tool for School and District Effectiveness. In other
instances, where tools were being used for professional development, the
Monitors observed tAhat teachers were not using the strategies with fidelity or
effectiveness. Teachers and principals would in general benefit from visiting
model schools outside the District to identify and adopt best practices. The
Monitors have several recommendations to address the professional
development gap in the District, including:

> Contracting an outside professional development organization to develop
a professional development plan that provides extensive in-class coaching
and professional development sessions;

» Allowing, encouraging and supporting schoo!l leaders and teachers to
attend professional development workshop, conferences, and seminars;

» Contracting with an outside educational expert to conduct the annual
District-led school reviews and provide professional development to the
District and staff targeted towards unpacking the language in the rubric
and protocols; and

» Providing teachers with intensive professional development that is not

turn-key, but provided directly to teachers and includes in-class coaching.

12.Create a hiring protocol that includes specific departments in the hiring
process to ensure that there is a screening process of credentials and
appropriate placement for new hires. The Monitors found that vacancy hiring
practices lead to teachers who are not highly qualified teaching in bilingual
programs. Teachers hired to service English language learners were not
certified bilingual teachers, leaving students to receive services from educators
that were not equipped to address specific student needs. The Monitors
recommend that the Superintendent review practices to ensure that hires of staff

reflect the needs of the student population.



Fiscal Management

13.Streamline school district operations to encourage efficiency and
transparency. The Monitors found that the District uses several outdated,
inefficient, or unique organizational practices that lack transparency and could
contribute to inefficient use of limited resources. For example, the District
maintains silos between the funded programs office (grants) and the Assistant
Superintendents for Instruction and Business. This is a model that the Monitors
have not seen in other districts and may contribute to uncoordinated use of
funding and disconnected educational programming. In addition, the Monitors
observed an inefficient student registration process that operates out of both the
transportation and central offices, leading to unnecessary administration and
paperwork. This was further observed in the bilingual services sector, where
student registration and vetting of English language learners led to incorrect
identification of student placement and classification. Furthermore, the Monitors
found that the bid process used for transportation contracts could be updated to
provide increased transparency and increased competition. The Monitors
recommend that the new Superintendent conduct a top-to-bottom review of the
District’s organization to ensure the most strategic and transparent use of District
funds. The Monitors recommend that the District explore, consistent with
procurement requirements, whether it is possible to engage the Superintendent
search firm with which it is currently contracting to assist in conducting such a

review.

14.Explore longer term transportation contracts with public approval. The
Monitors found that the District tends to use short term contracts, which generally
have the effect of limiting the number of bidders due to the short-term
commitment of the contracts. The District should explore Requests for Proposals
that provide for longer-term contracts (up to five years) that can over time
enhance public transparency and scrutiny and reduce transportation costs in the

District which could then be repurposed to educational programming.
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Transportation costs, in the aggregate, are not out of line with other districts’ per-
pupil costs and in fact are slightly below average. However, with the sheer size
of the transportation system responsible for transporting 32,000 students, it is
wise to continue to examine areas in which efficiencies can be found. The District
operates the State’s second largest school transportation system (behind New
York City).

15.Explore changes to bus routes and policies to maximize efficiency. The
District's transportation costs have increased dramatically in the past two
decades: from $10 million in 1993-1994, to $16.3 million in 2003-2004, to $26
million in 2013-2014. Transportation costs for 2015-2016 are expected to be
approximately $28 million. However, the growth in transportation costs is largely
due to the 27% increase in total enrollment (public and non-public; 43% growth in
non-public alone) between 2004-2005 (the year of the first budget failure) and the
2014-2015 school year, which now totais 32,000 students in kindergarten
through grade 12 who are bussed (approximately 2,000 prekindergarten students

are not bussed).

The Monitors found that the District could identify efficiencies in the
transportation system by working with private schools to synchronize bell times to
allow for use of single buses for more routes, or to limit and/or eliminate gender
segregated busing. Even where efficiencies may not be garnered from reduction
or modification of gender-segregated bussing, the legal and constitutional
implications of such bussing practice paid for with public funds should be
examined. The Superintendent should convene leaders of the private schools to
identify where changes can be made in this regard so that savings can be
‘repurposed to educational programming. The Monitors also recommend (related
to recommendation #9 above) a full examination of the implications and potential
efficiencies found in reconfiguring the grade configurations of the District's
various public schools. The Monitors further recommend that the District explore

potential cost savings to be realized from modifications to its current system of

19



“universal busing” whereby all students receive transportation to and from school
even if they live less than two miles (K-8) or three miles (9-12) from the school
they attend (see Education Law §3635[1](a]). Approved by the District's voters
years ago, the system universally busses nearly 32,000 students in kindergarten
through grade 12, regardless of how close they live to the school they attend. Of
this number, 3,972 students (both public and nonpublic) are bussed less than 0.5
miles. However, the distribution of public and nonpublic students bussed 0.5
miles is not proportional. Only 284 public school students are bussed less than
0.5 miles (attributable to weak adherence to the neighborhood school attendance
boundaries; e.qg., the District allows children to be bussed to a child’s original
school if the family moves to another part of town) while 3,688 nonpublic
students are bussed less than 0.5 miles. For example, if the voters were to
approve the provision of bussing only at 0.5 miles and above, cost savings of
more than $2 million could be realized per 180 days (assuming a conservative $3
per student per day cost) but the actual net savings would be less due to the
subsequent reduction in state reimbursement aid (the district is reimbursed at a
rate of 73% for its transportation expenses minus the non-allowable pupil ratio for

children within the statutory mileage limit).

The Monitors also recommend that the Superintendent examine the
District's mobility policy, which allows students to be bussed to their original
school for multiple years if the family moves to another part of town. While this
may be a popular service, it may also be an inefficient use of resources that

could be repurposed to educational programming.

16.Review policies and procedures for special education and English
language learner (ELL) programs. The Monitors believe a full scale review is
required for the District's English language learner programs and its public and
nonpublic special education procedures. In October 2015, in response to
complaints by the Spring Valley NAACP that the District, among other things,

engaged in discrimination based on race and national origin in its special
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education programs, the United States Department of Education’s Office for Civil
Rights (OCR) determined that a disproportionate number of out-of-district special
education placements went to white students. OCR also found deficiencies in
the District's ELL program, including the District's process of evaluating students’
for eligibility for ELL services. While the District has agreed to a 12-point plan to
address special education placement procedures as well as its policies and
procedures regarding programs for ELLs, it is recommended that the Monitors
continue to assist the District in its implementation of such plan and in a review of

its special education and ELL policies and procedures.

17.Reinstate support services for all students where needed. The Monitors’
review found that the District's cuts to student support services provided by
guidance counselors (reduced), social workers (eliminated), elementary art and
music teachers (eliminated), teacher aides (reduced), and in-service training for
teachers (reduced), is likely increasing the identification rate of public school
students as students with disabilities. None of these reductions came from
mandated services and hence were cut in favor of other mandated and preferred
programs and services: e.g., special education (which increased by over $18
million/year from 2009-2010 to 2015-2016), healthcare and retirement costs ($14
million/year) or other services such as transportation ($8.6 million/year).
Transportation can be considered a mandated cost, but the local policy decisions
around transportation can impact expenditure levels (e.g., the District's universal
bussing and mobility policy). Importantly, the elimination of art and music
“specials” in the elementary grades resulted in Title | teachers being pressed to
provide coverage for the regular education teachers while they had their
contractual preparation periods during the day. This practice replaces the
desired supplemental reading instruction by Title | teachers with whole class
instruction by a single Title | teacher. The reduction of the typical support
structure surrounding elementary children can lead to increased identification of

special education services.
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Moreover, the cost of the increased reliance on special education services
has risen substantially. The cost of special education teachers alone (not
counting benefits) has risen from $23.4 million/year in 2009-2010 to $38.7 million
in 2014-2015 (a 77% increase in just five years) and is anticipated to be $41.3
million by the end of 2015-2016. The rate of identification of students with
disabilities has also grown. Between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010, there were
1.1% annual increases in special education identification; between 2009-2010
and 2013-2014, the annual increases were 7.2%. In 2003-2004, 1,600 students
were identified for special education services, which represented 17% of the
District's total public school population of 9,370 students. By 2013-2014, the
number of students identified for special education services had increased to
2,202, which represented 26% of the District’'s 8,493 public school students. Of
the 2,202 students identified in 2013-2014, 1,700 were public and 500 were
‘parentally-placed” in non-public settings. There are another 150 tuition-placed

special education students (public and non-public) with about 60 at Kiryas Joel.

Other factors contributing to the total special education costs include
increases in teacher salary costs, requisite benefits costs, speech and
psychology services, BOCES services, and tuition paid to other public schools in
NYS for special education services. In the 2014-2015 academic year, a careful
estimate of total costs of special education was $54,675,000. The District's
special education costs are increasing much faster than the District can currently
support and the District should make every effort to restore support services for

students in an attempt to contain rising special education costs.

18.Ensure responsible local contributions in the District budget. The Monitors
recommend that the District’s board of education and Superintendent develop the
District budget at the maximum levy allowed by the state’s property tax cap.
Currently, the District's tax rate is the lowest among neighboring districts,
including Clarkstown, South Orangetown, Newburgh and Greenwood Lake.

However, since the community is experiencing growth in the housing market, this
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enhances property values and its ability to levy local taxes. In terms of actual tax
levy increases, the District has averaged a 2.54% increase in its local tax levy
each year since the 2008-2009 school year. This compares favorably to
Clarkstown, but is behind other local districts including South Orangetown,
Greenwood Lake, Newburgh, and Haverstraw. Put another way, the District
ranks 341% among all NYS school districts in its annual average tax levy
increases since 2008 and 19" out of 25 school districts in Rockland and Orange

Counties.

19.The State needs to provide dedicated support to the District. Contingent
upon the District maximizing local effort (e.g., tax levy in light of tax cap
constraints) in the proposed and adopted budgets, the State should establish a
grant to provide direct additional resources to the District. It is clear to the
Monitors that the costs incurred by the District to fully educate 8,500 public
students and provide the legally-required services to the 24,000 (and growing)
non-public school students outstrip available revenues. In part, this is due to the
$8.67 million lost to five budget failures between 2004-2005 and 2011-2012 (the
2012-2013 budget failed but was later approved at the original budget total), the
recession, state aid cuts, and the fact that expense driven aids (e.g., textbooks,
transportation) in this District do not cover the enhanced administrative costs
associated with such an unusually large non-public school population. For
example, while in most school districts the marginal cost of providing non-public
services is small (at times negligible), in this District with 300% more non-public
than public school students, these marginal costs are substantial. The $56 the
District receives for instructional materials for each student in the district (public
or private) is used for the actual cost of the books/software, but cannot be used
for the administration of the procurement, storage, or delivery of the instructional
materials. Managing the instructional materials costs the District proportionally
more dollars than other districts of similar size with substantially smaller non-
public obligations. Similar arguments can be made for transportation and special

education services.



The Monitors recommend that $12-$15 million dollars be granted to the
District. This can be implemented in 2016-2017 with veto power granted to a
fiscal monitor or could be phased-in over three years with an initial $4 milflion
investment from the State. The allocation would grow by $4 million per year until
the $12 million level is reached. As the District (board and Superintendent)
demonstrates sufficient fiduciary responsibility and restoration of cuts specifically
outlined by the Monitors to public school programming, the additional aid would
be received. The Governor and the Legislature must provide the Monitors with
more time to provide oversight and must enhance the oversight authority,
including veto power, over any new additional funds provided to the District

through this mechanism.

The $12-$15 million dollar figure is based on the size of the actual cuts to
the District's public school academic and support programs over the past
decade. When examining where the District's budget was decreased and
increased over this time period (due to a variety of factors), the Monitors found
reductions in multiple areas directly related to student learning and experience:
regular education teacher costs ($6 million per year), occupational education
($1.5), extra- and co-curricular activities ($0.8 million), social workers ($1 million),
in-service training ($0.2 million), building maintenance ($4 million), and libraries
and AV ($1 million). Together, these reductions in annual expenditures total
more than $14 million. This number actually underestimates the replacement

costs due to inflation and benefit costs (add 29% to the teacher salaries).

It is important to note that these reductions were offset with other
expenditure increases across a number of categories. The largest growth area
during this time period has been special education ($18 million and increasing),
legal fees ($4 million, though this figure has begun to decrease in 2015-2016, a
year in which the District engaged new counsel), transportation ($8.6 million and

increasing), health and retirement benefits to staff ($14 million and increasing),
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principal and debt service ($5.2 million). The major categories of expenditures
increased a total of $50 million per year. This roughly matches the increase in
$50 million of additional revenues over the same time period. So, all told, the
recommendation is for the District to receive $12-$15 million, maximize the local
effort, and possibly prepare for a tax cap override in 2017-2018 once enhanced

trust has been earned in the broader community.



Conclusions - Next Steps for the District

The task of the Monitors over the past 17 weeks was clear: work with the District
to help improve outcomes for the students attending East Ramapo’s public schools. In
that span, the Monitors have identified multipie areas where improvement was needed —
and the review focused on both day-to-day needs of the District — such as whether a
teacher was implementing a strategy from a professional development training — to the
long-term, big picture questions, such as how the District can maximize available

resources to make needed facilities improvements.

Since August, there has been progress in the District, but after years of
challenges, including fiscal distress and a failure of public confidence in the public
education system in the District, much more time is needed for the District to overcome
years of mismanagement and decline. The recommendations contained within this
report offer a blueprint that would not only continue the progress that was made and
maintain the sense of urgency that is necessary to address the District's current crisis,
but also offers specific and tangible actions for a long-term, sustainable reform effort

that will help the District address its three key challenges moving forward:

~ Improving teaching and learning to ensure that all students graduate from the
District with the opportunity to succeed;

» Bringing the District’s fiscal house in order so that the community and state can
be confident that funding and new investments are prudently and efficiently used
to the benefit of students; and

~ Healing the deep rifts in the community that have unfortunately contributed to an

environment of paralyzing mistrust.

The recommendations here are not specific to or dependent on the disposition or
presence of any given individual — they are recommendations aimed at ensuring that
the institutions in the District are in a better position to serve the entire community now

and in the years ahead so that all students can succeed.
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